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PER CURI AM

Cecil L. Wallis pleaded guilty to being a felon in possession of a
firearm He appeals his mandatory mninmumfifteen-year prison sentence
under the Arned Career Criminal Act, 18 U S. C § 924(e) and U S. S.G §
4Bl1.4(a), arguing that he does not have the requisite three predicate
offenses. The district court! held that his three prior Texas and Arizona
burglary convictions were predicate "violent felonies" under 18 U S.C
8 924(e)(2)(B). We agree and therefore affirm

"Burglary" is included as a violent felony if it "involves conduct
that presents a serious potential risk of physical injury to another." 18
USC 8§8924(e)(2)(B)(ii). Wallis argues that he was convicted under Texas
and Arizona burglary statutes that do not
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nmeet the generic definition of burglary set forth in United States v.

Taylor, 495 U S. 575, 599 (1990): "any crinme . . . having the basic
el ements of wunlawful or wunprivileged entry into, or remaining in, a
building or structure, with intent to conmt a crine." Taylor instructs
us to first review those state statutes using a "formal categorical
approach, looking only to the statutory definitions of the prior offenses,
and not to the particular facts underlying those convictions." Id. at
600.

The Texas statute defined burglary as entry into a "habitation,"
including a "vehicle that is adapted for the overni ght accommodati on of
persons." Tex. Penal Code Ann. 88 30.01, 30.02 (1994). W agree wth
other circuits that this nmeets the generic burglary definition. See United
States v. Spring, 80 F.3d 1450, 1462-63 (10th Cir. 1996) (rejecting
argunent that inclusion of "vehicle adapted for the overni ght accommbdati on

of persons" rendered statute nongeneric); United States v. Silva, 957 F.2d
157, 162 (5th GCir.), cert. denied, 506 U S. 887 (1992); United States v.
Sweeten, 933 F.2d 765, 771 (9th Gr. 1991). The Arizona statute included
burglary of a "yard." Ariz. Rev. Stat. 8§ 13-1506 (1989). Although that
expanded burglary beyond the generic definition in Taylor, the district

court properly determ ned, by exam ning the paper charging Wallis with his
of fense under that statute, that his conduct net the generic burglary
definition. See United States v. Denint, 74 F.3d 876, 877 (8th Cir.),
cert. denied, No. 96-5128, 1996 W. 395822 (U.S. Cct. 21, 1996).

Accordingly, the judgnent is affirned.
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